Abstract The paper tries to convey the idea that choosing a winner among a group of nominees or short-listed candidates may hurt those who bestow prizes, those who are selected, as well as those who base their own choices on the ranking. We base our observations on examples of contests (movies, literature, and music) in which winners often turn out not to be better than nominees. Our suggestion is therefore to select, say five candidates, and not to rank them, but reward all nominees equally.
good ranking cannot hurt if it is used in individual decisions only; otherwise, it can generate externalities on other consumers and therefore make some or all of them worse off, since it changes their demand structure. If prices are rigid (which is so for movie theaters, books, and, to some extent, concert halls 5 ), rankings may lead to congestion, make rationing of some consumers necessary and thus decrease their welfare. If prices are flexible, rankings may increase the market power of producers and hurt all consumers.
Prizes not seem to make artists happy either. This is, for instance, what John Berger said in his acceptance speech of the Booker Prize in 1972: ''The competitiveness of prizes I find distasteful. And in the case of this prize, the publication of the short list, the deliberately publicised suspense, the speculation of the writers concerned as though they were horses, the whole emphasis on winners and losers is false and out of place in the context of literature. Nevertheless prizes act as a stimulus-not to writers themselves but to publishers, readers and booksellers. '' 6 According to English (2005) , the Australian poet Peter Porter is reputed to have said ''there is hardly any writer in Sydney who has not won [a prize].'' He died in 2010, without realizing that after his death, Australia's leading literary review, the Australian Book Review, would rename its poetry prize the Peter Porter Poetry Prize.
It is also doubtful that nominated and short-listed artists who failed to get the prize, but waited and built up hopes during the many weeks preceding the ceremony 7 are happy to hear their name as having not won. If there is an economic theory about why contests exist, it should start by asking ''what is maximized.'' This may well be the utility of those who bestow prizes. Above all, contests seem to ''provide a closed elitist forum where cultural insidersartists, critics, functionaries, sponsors, publicists, journalists, consumers, kibitzers and beggars-engage in political influence peddling and mutual back scratching.'' (English 2005, p. 25) .
The purpose of this paper is not so much to discuss why competitions are organized, nor whether they are useful or not, 8 but whether explicit rankings (and the winner is…) that emerge are more informative on quality than would be a limited list of five or ten individuals or works selected by the judges and presented as and the winners are…
The paper describes a couple of examples showing that winners are often not of better ''quality'' than other nominees. Therefore, it may be superfluous to select the ''best among the best,'' as long as nominees are the best. In Sect. 2, we consider ''Best Movie'' Oscars in some detail. The two next sections turn to the Queen Elisabeth piano contest and to the Booker Prize for Fiction. Section 5 concludes. 5 See Courty and Pagliero (2013) . 6 See http://gostbustere.tumblr.com/post/17158444595/speech-by-john-berger-on-accepting-the-bookerprize-for (consulted April 2, 2013). 7 The Oscars winning movies are guessed by every newspaper weeks before the ceremony; a session of the Queen Elisabeth piano competition takes a full month for those who reach the finals; names of possible winners of literary prizes are circulated during weeks by specialized literary newspapers before the winners are announced. 8 These issues are discussed by English (2005 English ( , 2013 and Frey (2005 Frey ( , 2006 Frey ( , 2007 .
Oscars
The Academy of Motion Pictures Arts and Sciences awards Oscars since 1929, with two sessions in 1930, and no session in 1933. 9 With the exception of 1929 (where two winners were awarded), there is only one ''best movie,'' but the number of those nominated for ''best movie'' changed over time. 10 We collected the full list of winners and nominees, as well as 15 lists of so-called 100 top movie lists compiled in the late 1990s and briefly described in Appendix. In some of the lists, movies are rank ordered, in others they are not. Therefore, we did not take ranks into account, but just whether a movie appears or not in a list.
11 Some ordered lists also contain more than 100 movies, but to be consistent with other lists, we stopped the count at 100.
We assume that the number of lists in which a movie, Oscar winner or nominee, appears is a proxy for its ''quality'' at some later stage, when judged by movie experts as well as by moviegoers. Citizen Kane (Orson Welles, nominated in 1942) appears in 15 lists and ''is of quality 15,'' while Tom Jones (Tony Richardson, Oscar in 1964) appears in one list only, and its quality is thus equal to 1. Oscars and nominees that appear in no list have quality 0.
The results of these calculations appear in Table 1 . It accounts for all awarded movies between 1929 and 1995 as well as for non-nominated movies that are of better quality than the Oscar in that year. We stopped in 1995, since two of the lists were established in 1995 and can of course not include movies that were awarded after 1995. The table is constructed as follows. Column (1) gives the year in which the Oscar and nominations were awarded; column (2) gives the title of movies that were awarded as well as those that were not, but achieve higher quality than the Oscar.
12 Column (3) gives the year in which the movie was produced. Column (4) contains the type of award: O for Oscar, N for other nominated movies; O-HQ means that the Oscar was also the highest quality (HQ) movie; N-HQ means that a nominated movie is of better quality that the Oscar; HQ alone means that the movie is of better quality than the Oscar and was not nominated. Columns (5) to (7) give the quality obtained by the Oscar, by other nominees and by the movies whose quality is larger (or equal) than the one obtained by the Oscar. 9 For a complete list of winners and nominees since 1929, see http://www.imdb.com/event/ev0000003/ 1929. 10 There were 4 between 1929 and 1931 and from 1945 to the present days. This number was 7 in 1932, 9 in 1934 and between 1937 and 1944, and 11 in 1935 and 1936. 11 This is related to Ginsburgh (2003) , who looked at movies produced between 1950 and 1980, three Top Movie Lists only and was not interested in comparing Oscars and nominated movies. 12 It may happen that no nominated movie is of quality larger than 0. This is indicated by the number of titles that were nominated (usually four), but did not achieve more than 0 quality. In 1930 (1) , there were no other nominations than the Oscar. 13 See also the notes at the bottom of the table. ), and 8.10 for Highest Quality (HQ from now on) movies. Though the distributions of qualities are not normally distributed, 16 we nevertheless computed t tests (assuming that standard errors were not equal in the samples) to assess whether one could say something about average qualities being significantly different. The values of those t tests are 3.12 (with 130 degrees of freedom) for the null hypothesis that compares the average quality of Oscars and Nominees, and 5.55 (with 130 degrees of freedom) for the null that compares Oscars and HQ movies. Both values are much larger than the (one-tailed) tabulated value of the t variable at the 1 % probability level. Oscars are thus on average of statistically significantly lower quality than nominated movies that are, in turn, of lower quality than HQ movies. Here are some other characterizations: (2)). The April competition was also discarded from the competition, since no official list of nominees was announced (e) According to Rules 2 and 3 of the official Academy Awards Rules a film must open in the previous calendar year, in Los Angeles County, California, to qualify (except for the Best Foreign Language Film) 14 In 1929, two movies were awarded the Oscar, but we took only the better one (Sunrise) and ignored the other (Wings) in our calculations. There were two ceremonies in 1930, but in 1930 (1), there were no official nominees and the data were discarded as well. There was no ceremony in 1933. 15 Note that if Oscars are excluded, the average for nominees is 4.5, that is higher that the one for winners. 16 There is of course a long tail of movies of quality 1 and 0. Can one say something about the probability of selecting the movies (Oscars and nominees) that appear in the largest number of lists every year? Is the choice made at random, as is the case in wine competitions (Hodgson 2009 )? Eligibility criteria for feature movies are not very restrictive, and one cannot exclude the case that all movies produced can be submitted. This number varies quite dramatically over the 66-year period that is envisaged, and according to the sources. In line with what is written in the various contributions in Pokorny and Sedgwick (2005) , this number is at least equal to 200 on average, though this is probably a lower bound. 18 To be eligible, a movie must have been commercially released in a Los Angeles motion picture theater and played for seven consecutive days during the year preceding the awards ceremony.
19 It is, however, clear that not all movies produced are eligible and not all eligible movies are candidates for Oscars. We could, however, not get hold of these numbers. 20 It is therefore impossible to estimate the statistical distributions that would make it possible to answer this question.
21 Fifty-one of these became Oscars (of which 18 are of quality less than 3). But the point we wish to make is rather the following.
If the Academy had considered all five nominees to be winners, it would have included a higher quality movie than the one it chose as Oscar in 30 cases. 18 According to the 2010 Yearbook of European Audiovisual Observatory, this number varies between 600 and 900 during the period 1999-2009. 19 For complete rules see http://www.oscars.org/awards/academyawards/rules/85/rule01.html. 20 A rough guess at this can be made as follows. Assume there are 100 eligible movies that are candidates for Oscars. Over the 66 years, this amounts to 6,600 movies. The 15 best movie lists contain a little less than 500 movies (of which 310 are of quality less than 3). 21 Hodgson (2009) was able to do this since he could get hold of the number of competitions in which the same wines were competing, during the same year. 22 In nine occasions, it would have selected movies that ended up being of identical quality. This would have put Gone With the Wind on equal footing with The Wizard of Oz in 1940, or Annie Hall with Star Wars in 1978. Now (1980 ), Raging Bull (1981 ), Pulp Fiction (1995 , and many others, as can be checked in Table 1 .
Musical contests
The Queen Elizabeth musical competition is an international competition for piano (and violin), organized in Belgium since 1938 and considered as very demanding and prestigious. 23 It attracts an average of some 85 pianists from many countries, once every 4 years. The order of appearance of those who are admitted to the very first stage is drawn at random before the competition starts and remains unchanged during the three later stages, including the finals in which the twelve so-called finalists perform at a rate of two per evening during six evenings. All twelve were ranked until 1991. Since 1992, only the first six are ranked, while the remaining ones are merely recognized as ''finalists.''
The analysis of the 11 competitions organized between 1952 and 1991 is summarized in Table 2 , where we cross day of appearance (columns) and three groups of finalists aggregated according to their final ranks (1-4; 5-8; 9-12) . Visual inspection of the table suggests that, in the first three days, there is a concentration of results in the third group (there are only 16 candidates in the first group and 23 in the third one), while those who perform during the last three days are more likely to be among the first four (28 candidates in this first group, 21 in group 3). This intuition is confirmed by tests using categorical data analysis. 24 There exists thus a relation between the final ranks of the candidates and the day on which they perform: Those who appear first have a lower probability of being ranked among the first, while the probability of being part of the first group increases later during the week. Glejser and Heyndels (2001) further show that those who perform second in the evening increase their odds to be ranked in a better way. Given that the order in which they perform is randomly chosen before the contest starts, this implies that the final ranking may also be random. This is quite unfortunate, since, as shown by Ginsburgh and Van Ours (2003) , those who are better ranked have more success later during their musical carrier, though others with lower rank may in fact be as good or even better.
Literary awards
Literature is also prone to poor judgments. The Nobel Prize for Literature was awarded to many writers who fell into oblivion. But, Marcel Proust, James Joyce, Stefan Zweig or Jorge Luis Borges did not receive it. André Gide, at the time gatekeeper at Gallimard, the Parisian star publisher, rejected the first volume of Marcel Proust's monumental In Search of Lost Time. Likewise, Simon and Schuster rejected John Kennedy Toole's A Confederacy of Dunces in the 1960s, with a quite insulting ''it isn't really about anything'' as comment given by the expert reader. Toole died in 1969, but received nevertheless the Pulitzer Prize for Fiction in 1981. Ginsburgh (2003) analyzes the Booker Prize for Fiction, established in the UK in 1969. The prize aims at rewarding the best novel of the year written in English, though Americans living in the United States seem to be excluded. 25 Since it is quite hard to get hold of the number of copies sold by all winning and short-listed writers of the contest, he suggests using the number of editions of books that were awarded (or short-listed) as proxy for quality.
For each winner and short-listed title from 1969 to 1981, he collected information on the number of various editions (hardbound, paperback, audio-book, new or used) , that could be ordered from Amazon in July 2002, that is, many years after the prizes were given; the age of each author when she or he received the award or was shortlisted; and the number of other titles available on the online catalog of the Library of Congress by each winning or short-listed author written before and after she or he was selected. See Table 3 .
As indicators of quality, he used (a) the number of editions that were published between year 11 and year 20 after the title was selected for the prize [column (6) ]. Given that in most cases the cover of the book reports on whether it won or was short-listed for the Booker, those who buy the book ''know what they buy;'' and (b) the number of other titles written by each author that were available from the Library of Congress and were published before and after the author was awarded [columns (7) and (8)]. The results for winner and best short-listed books (that is the one that was reedited most often after it was short-listed) appear in Table 3 , which is constructed in the same way as Table 1 for movies. It reports on winning, and ''best quality'' short-listed books. The table also reports the age of each author in the year he won or was short-listed, and the number of other titles published before and after he or she was awarded.
Results show that short-listed titles were reedited more often than winning titles in eight cases, winner and short-listed titles are tied in two cases, and the winner does better in three cases only. On average, the number of reeditions of the best short-listed title is larger than for winners. 26 The average age of both types of Source Flores and Ginsburgh (1996) 25 For the full list of one or two winners and the three to five additional shortlisted writers, see en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_winners_and_shortlisted_authors_of_the_Booker_Prize_for_Fiction. 26 We can unfortunately not exclude that the number of copies in each re-edition of winning titles is larger than that for short-listed titles.
writers is roughly the same (winners are 2 years younger), but short-listed authors write more than winners, both before and after they won. These observations lead again to the conclusion that there seems to be little difference in quality between winning and short-listed titles, and if the quality indicators used are reasonable, that short-listed titles even do slightly better. Winning does not seem a good incentive to foster new works.
Conclusions
All three cases point in the same direction. At best, there is hardly any difference between winners and short-listed candidates. In the case of the Oscars and the Booker Prize, nominated or short-listed works are better than winners in more than half of the cases. Even if not all nominated movies or short-listed books do better, there is often at least one that does. In the Queen Elisabeth piano contest, finalists seem to be randomly ranked, and there is no reason to believe that the first is any better than those who are ranked after her or him.
One may argue that selection in the arts is more difficult than in other fields. This is far from being so, and there are many illustrations that the same holds for wine contests (Hodgson 2009 ), prizes for scientific papers (Coupé 2013) , scientific papers in general (Coupé et al. 2010) , medical diagnoses (Meehl 1996; Redelmeier and Baxter 2009) , sports (Lee 2008) , judicial decisions (Danziger et al. 2010 ) and under many other circumstances (Kahneman 2011) .
It is difficult to suggest changes that would make things better systematically, since contests are organized in very different ways. Some works are not produced to enter a competition, and their producers have no control over what happens during the contest, since in most cases, they are not present during the selection process. This is so for movies, books, paintings, but not for musical competitions or sports like figure skating, where works are produced in the presence of those who judge them, and judgments may reflect other qualities than artistic performance.
Many contests require several steps in order to discard candidates or works that are deemed to be of insufficient quality. Judges may change between steps for various reasons, such as time constraints they may face, and this has as consequence that not all candidates are judged by the same judges.
In some cases, all finalists-chosen after several stages of the competition that eliminate people or works judged unworthy-are ranked. This used to be so for the Queen Elisabeth piano competition where 12 finalists were selected and ranked from one to 12 until 1991. 27 In other cases, there is a unique winner among the finalists, and a certain number of unranked nominees. The Academy of Motion Pictures Arts and Sciences selects five nominees, one of them becomes a ''winner,'' while the four other nominees are not ranked. The same happens in most literary contests, such as the Man-Booker prize or the Pulitzer. But, there also exist In some contests, grades have to be entered after each performance (figure skating), or evening (the Queen Elisabeth contest). Therefore, the first grade given by a judge conditions the remaining ones. It is impossible to go backwards and change some grades after all the candidates have been seen or auditioned.
Given all these shortcomings, the questions that come to mind are Do we need rankings? Why is it necessary to select a winner? and Does there need to be a winner every year? In many cases, rankings are subjective and/or contaminated by extraneous factors that have little to do with the quality that is supposed to be measured. As mentioned above, W. H. Auden was courageous enough to point out that sometimes, there may be no winner at all. Why not simply say that ''this year, no movie deserves to be nominated or this year there is no winning movie,'' which could obviously have been done in 1956: Marty, the winning movie, and Mister Roberts, the best nominee, were both of rather poor quality (according to the lists of top movies). Or more radically, as one of the referees suggests-and with whom we agree-abolish competitions altogether.
Finally, since there is often no difference between the winner and those who are nominated or short-listed, why not dare saying: Here is our list of five best movies, or pianists or writers? Even candidates realize that the outcomes of a contest are random. The winner of the 2012 Queen Elisabeth violin contest ''had the feeling that a different jury or day of performing could have changed [his] rank.'' It looks unfortunate that art has become a game which need hierarchies and therefore also losers whose names get cited during the closing ceremony. What we need is a selection of the bests (plural), and not only of the best (singular). But, do we really need to know the names of the losers, unless loosing is part of the game, as was the case with gladiators not only in Stanley Kubrick's 1960 movie Spartacus, but also in the real life of Ancient Rome?
Appendix: Fifteen top 100 movie lists
